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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office action is responsive to RCE filed 09/26/08 . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claim 1,4, 6-11, 13, 15-17, 19, 21, 23, and 25-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Kent (Patent No.: US 7,061,475) in view of Tanimoto et al. (Patent No.: 
5,844,561). 

Regarding claims 1 and 19, Kent teaches a system (figs. 19a and 19b), comprising: 
a three-dimensional (3D) volumetric display output configuration having a display 
content; and 

an input configuration (i.e., fingers, gloved fingers, stylus. . .) coupled to the volumetric 
display output configuration (i.e., touching three dimensional display) and comprising a passive 
sensor (1908) allowing a user to affect the display content through the passive sensor by 
mapping the affect to a 3D position of a image (col. 13, lines 63-67 and col. 77, line 62 to col. 
78, line 29). 

Kent differs from claims 1 and 19 in that he does not specifically teach an image on 
display is a cursor. 

Tanimoto teaches a stylus control an image such as a cursor on touch screen (fig. 12A, 
col. 20, lines 7-39). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
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the time the invention was made to incorporate the cursor as taught by Tanimoto in the system of 
Ely in order to allow user to interactive with the display apparatus more easily and efficiently. 

Regarding claim 4, Kent teaches the sensor comprises a touch sensitive surface (col. 25, 
lines 1-10). 

Regarding claim 6, Kent teaches the output configuration comprises one of a dome, a 
cylinder, a cubical box and an arbitrary shape (col. 77, line 62 to col. 78, line 29). 

Regarding claims 7 and 8, Kent teaches the user produces inputs comprising one or 
directly with a hand, with a surface touching device and with an intermediary device (col. 13, 
lines 63-67). 

Regarding claims 9 and 10, Kent teaches the input configuration further comprises one of 
an input volume adjacent to the display, wherein the intermediary device comprises one of a 
stylus (col. 13, lines 63-67). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Kent teaches the input configuration comprises a non-planar 2D 
input space mapped to the 3D volumetric display (col. 13, lines 63-67). 

Regarding claim 13, Kent teaches the input configuration is non-spatial (col. 13, lines 63- 

67). 

Regarding claims 15-17, Kent teaches the input configuration and output configuration 
define a spatial correspondence between an input space and an output space (col. 13, lines 63- 
67). 

Regarding claim 21, Kent teaches a system (figs. 19a and 19b), comprising: 
a three-dimensional (3D) volumetric display output configuration having a display 
content; and 
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an input configuration coupled to the volumetric display output configuration and 
allowing a user to affect the display content, said input configuration comprising a touch 
sensitive surface overlaid on said display (col. 77, line 62 to col. 78, line 29). 

Kent differs from claim 21 in that he does not specifically teach an image on display is a 

cursor. 

Tanimoto teaches a stylus control an image such as a cursor on touch screen (fig. 12A, 
col. 20, lines 7-39). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to incorporate the cursor as taught by Tanimoto in the system of 
Ely in order to allow user to interactive with the display apparatus more easily and efficiently. 
Regarding claim 23, Kent teaches a system (figs. 19a and 19b), comprising: 
a three-dimensional (3D) volumetric display output configuration having a display 
content; and 

an input configuration coupled to the volumetric display output configuration and 
allowing a user to affect the display content, said input configuration comprising a surface 
motion system detecting motion on a surface of said display (col. 77, line 62 to col. 78, line 29). 

Kent differs from claim 23 in that he does not specifically teach an image on display is a 

cursor. 

Tanimoto teaches a stylus control an image such as a cursor on touch screen (fig. 12A, 
col. 20, lines 7-39). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to incorporate the cursor as taught by Tanimoto in the system of 
Ely in order to allow user to interactive with the display apparatus more easily and efficiently. 

Regarding claim 25, Kent teaches a system (figs. 19a and 19b), comprising: 
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a three-dimensional (3D) volumetric display output configuration having a display 
content; and 

an input configuration coupled to the volumetric display output configuration and 
allowing a user to affect the display content, said input configuration comprising an input device 
moving in three dimensions on a surface of said display (col. 13, lines 63-67, col. 77, line 62 to 
col. 78, line 29). 

Kent differs from claim 25 in that he does not specifically teach an image on display is a 

cursor. 

Tanimoto teaches a stylus control an image such as a cursor on touch screen (fig. 12A, 
col. 20, lines 7-39). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to incorporate the cursor as taught by Tanimoto in the system of 
Ely in order to allow user to interactive with the display apparatus more easily and efficiently. 
Regarding claim 26, Kent teaches a system (figs. 19a and 19b), comprising: 
a three-dimensional (3D) volumetric display output configuration having a display 
content; and 

an input configuration (i.e., fingers, gloved fingers, stylus. . .) coupled to the volumetric 
display output configuration (i.e., touching three dimensional display) and comprising a passive 
sensor (1908) allowing a user to manipulate the display content through the passive sensor by 
mapping the affect to a 3D position of a image (col. 13, lines 63-67 and col. 77, line 62 to col. 
78, line 29). 

Kent differs from claims 1 and 19 in that he does not specifically teach an image on 
display is a cursor. 
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Tanimoto teaches a stylus control an image such as a cursor on touch screen (fig. 12A, 
col. 20, lines 7-39). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to incorporate the cursor as taught by Tanimoto in the system of 
Ely in order to allow user to interactive with the display apparatus more easily and efficiently. 

Regarding claim 27, the combination of Kent and Tanimoto teaches the cursor is 
superimposed within the volumetric display (fig. 12A, col. 20, lines 7-39). 

4. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kent (Patent No.: 
US 7,061,475) in view of Tanimoto et al. (Patent No.: 5,844,561) and further in view of Ely et al. 
(Patent No.: 6,667,740). 

Regarding claim 5, the combination of Kent and Tanimoto does not specifically teach the 
sensor comprises magnetic field tracking system. 

Ely teaches a touch sensor comprises magnetic field tracking system (col. 13, lines 5-44). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to incorporate the magnetic filed tracking system as taught by Ely in the system of the 
combination of Kent and Tanimoto in order to provide a touch system with low cost and 
accurately control. 

4. Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kent (Patent No.: 
US 7,061,475) in view of Tanimoto et al. (Patent No.: 5,844,561) and further in view of Jackson 
(Patent No.: 4,931,782). 

Regarding claim 28, the combination of Kent and Tanimoto does not specifically teach 
the surface of said display is a deformable membrane surface. 

Jackson teaches a flexible, deformable membrane formed of a transparent laminate which 
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placed over the display surface (col. 1, lines 39-51). Ely teaches a touch sensor comprises 
magnetic field tracking system (col. 13, lines 5-44). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the deformable 
membrane surface as taught by Jackson in the system of the combination of Kent and Tanimoto 
in order allow user to manipulate with the display content. 

Response to Arguments 
5. Applicants' arguments filed 09/26/2008 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive because as follows: 

In response to Applicants' argument stated "nothing in Kent describes allowing a user to 
affect the display content of a three-dimensional display". Examiner respectfully disagrees. Kent 
teaches different types of non-planar 2D input device (i.e., fingers gloved fingers, stylus...) to 
touch on the touch sensing device (col. 13, lines 63-67) and the touch sensing device enclosing a 
three dimensional display; wherein both position and orientation of the images on the display are 
easily obtained and interpreted from a touch (col. 77, line 62 to col. 78, line 1 1). Applicants' 
argument stated "the Advisory Action appears to equate the cylindrical sensor of Kent,. . ., Kent 
merely describes an input configuration, but does not describe a volumetric display that displays 
content, the alleged volumetric display (i.e., glass cylinder merely contain waves. ..as recited by 
claim 1". Examiner respectfully disagrees. Kent teaches a touch interface is a transparent 
cylindrical sensor (fig. 19) encloses a volumetric three dimensional display having displays 
content (pixels to express a display image) (col. 77, lines 64-66, col. 78, lines27-29). Therefore, 
the claimed limitations are still read on by the combination of Kent and Tanimoto. 

Conclusion 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JENNIFER T. NGUYEN whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7696. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri: 9:00am-5 :30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard A. Hjerpe can be reached on 571-272-7691 . The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/Jennifer T Nguyen/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2629 



/Richard Hjerpe/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2629 



